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DETAILED ACTION 

Introduction 

1 This action is in response to the amendment filed on 06-12-2007. Claims 2 and 9 
have been amended. Claims 1-14 are pending. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 102 

2. The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 102 that 
form the basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 

A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(b) the invention was patented or described in a printed publication in this or a foreign country or in public 
use or on sale in this country, more than one year prior to the date of application for patent in the United 
States. 

3. Claims 1, 5-6 and 8, 12-13 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(b) as being anticipated 
by Williamson et al. (US PAT. 5,091,952). 

Consider claim 1 Williamson teaches a device (see fig.6) for feedback compensation in 
hearing devices, comprising: 

a signal input device (300) configured to acquire an input signal that is influenced by 
a feedback (acoustic feedback); 

a feedback reduction device (+, - sign, (309)) for adjustable reduction, 
compensation, or damping of the feedback, and 

a signal output device (304) configured to output an output signal with a reduced 
feedback portion; and 

an estimation unit (310) that is connected between the signal input device (300) and 
the feedback reduction device (+ sign, 309), and with which an estimated value of a 
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system distance (see col. 8 line 6-9) that is defined by a distance of loop gain of the 
feedback system to Its predetermined stability limit can be determined from the input 
signal (see fig.6, between output signal and speech signal (actoutic feedback) and see 
col. 8 line 6-9), such that parameters of the feedback reduction device are controllable 
using the estimated value (see col. 8 line 1-col. 9 line 36). 

Consider claims 5-6 Williamson teaches that the feedback reduction device (see 
fig.6 (+- sign, 309)) comprises a feedback compensator (see fig.6 and col. 8 linel- 68), 
and the feedback reduction device (see fig.6 (+,- sign, 309)) comprises an 
amplification/compression control (see fig.6 and col. 8 linel - 68). 

Consider claims 8 and 12-13 are essentially similar to claims 1 and 5-6 and are 
rejected for the reason state above apropos to claims 1 and 5-6. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

4. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

5. Claims 2-4 and 9-1 1 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Williamson et al. (US PAT. 5,091,952) in view of Kates (US PAT. 6,831,986). 

Consider claim 2 Williamson does not explicitly teach that the estimation device is 
configured to detect a first signal portion and a second signal portion from the input 
signal, to generate an estimated signal from the first signal portion for the second signal 
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portion utilizing a model from the first signal portion, and to determine an estimated 
value from a difference of the estimated signal and the second signal portion. 

However, Kates teaches teach that the estimation device (see fig.4 (423 or 421) and 
fig. 9) is configured to detect a first signal portion (901 in fig. 9) and a second signal 
portion (903 in fig. 9) from the input signal, to generate an estimated signal from the first 
signal portion for the second signal portion utilizing a model, and to determine an 
estimated value from a difference of the estimated signal and the second signal portion 
(see fig.9 and col. 10 line 46-col. 1 1 line 42). 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time 
the invention was made to combine the teaching of Kates into Williamson to improve 
the gain at high frequencies while simultaneously preserving the desired tonal inputs at 
low frequencies. 

Consider claims 3-4 Kates teaches the first signal portion corresponds to a high- 
frequency portion of the input signal, and the second signal portion corresponds to a 
low-frequency portion of the input signal (see fig.9 (901 ,903) and col. 10 line 46-col. 1 1 
line 42 and discussion above claim 2); and the estimation device comprises a feature 
extractor configured to extract features from the first and second signal portions for 
further processing (see fig.9 (901 ,903) and col. 10 line 46-col. 1 1 line 42 and discussion 
above claim 2). 

Consider claims 9-1 1 are essentially similar to claims 2-4 and are rejected for the 
reason state above apropos to claims 2-4. 
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6. Claims 7 and 14 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Williamson et al. (US PAT. 5,091,952) in view of Wagner (US PAT. 4,845,757). 

Consider claim 7 Williamson fails to teach that the feedback reduction device 
comprises at least one oscillation detector and at least one narrow-band filter device to 
suppress oscillations based on the estimated value. 

However, Wagner teaches that the feedback reduction device (see fig. 1 (4)) 
comprises at least one oscillation detector (6) and at least one narrow-band filter device 
(8 and see col.6 line 7-23) to suppress oscillations based on the estimated value (see 
col. 2 line 66-col. 3 Iine45). 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time 
the invention was made to combine the teaching of Wagner into Williamson to improve 
the voice signal. 

Consider claim 14 is essentially similar to claim 7 is rejected for the reason state 
above apropos to claim 7. 

Response to Arguments 

7. Applicant's arguments with respect to claims 1-29 have been considered but are 
moot in view of the new ground(s) of rejection. 

Applicant argued that Williamson does not disclose "distance of loop gain of the 
feedback system to its predetermined stability limit" as recited in claim 1 and claim 8 
(see remarks page 8 3 rd paragraph). 
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The examiner disagrees. Williamson teaches an estimation unit (310) that is 
connected between the signal input device (300) and the feedback reduction device (+ - 
, sign, 309), and with which an estimated value of a system distance (see col. 8 line 6-9) 
that is defined by a distance of loop gain of the feedback system to Its predetermined 
stability limit can be determined from the input signal (see fig.6, between output signal 
and speech signal (actoutic feedback) and see col. 8 line 6-9). It meets limitation as 
recited in claim 1 and claim 8. 

Conclusion 

8. Applicant's amendment necessitated the new ground(s) of rejection presented in 
this Office action. Accordingly, THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. See MPEP 
§ 706.07(a). Applicant is reminded of the extension of time policy as set forth in 37 
CFR 1.136(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within 
TWO MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not 
mailed until after the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the 
shortened statutory period will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any 
extension fee pursuant to 37 CFR 1 .136(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of 
the advisory action. In no event, however, will the statutory period for reply expire later 
than SIX MONTHS from the date of this final action. 
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9. The prior art made of record and not relied upon is considered pertinent to - 
applicant's disclosure. Kates (US 2003/0053647) is cited to show other related the 
feedback compensation for hearing devices with system distance estimation. 
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